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The opinion in support of the decision being entered today
(1) was not witten for publication in a |law journal and
(2) is not binding precedent of the Board.
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Bef ore HARKCOM Vice Chief Adnministrative Patent Judge, and
HAI RSTON and FLEM NG, Adnini strative Patent Judges.

HAl RSTON, Adnini strative Patent Judge.

! Application for patent filed April 23, 1991. According to
applicants, the application is a continuation of Application
07/ 311,363, filed February 13, 1989, abandoned; which is a
continuation of Application 06/869,147, filed May 30, 1986,
abandoned.
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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1
through 4 and 6 through 20. In an Anendnment After Final? (paper
nunber 41), clains 1, 4 and 7 were anended, and claim 3 was
cancel ed. Accordingly, clains 1, 2, 4 and 6 through 20 remain
bef ore us on appeal .

The disclosed invention relates to a data processing system
and net hod wherein a command instruction signal group generated
ina first central processing unit is executed in a second
central processing unit.

Claimlis illustrative of the clainmed invention, and it
reads as foll ows:

1. A data processing systemwherein a command instruction
signal group generated in a first central processing unit is
executed in a second central processing unit, said data
processi ng system conpri sing:

a system bus; and

a plurality of central processing units coupled to said
system bus, said plurality of central processing units including
a source central processing unit and a target central processing

unit, said central processing units receiving signal groups from
and applying signal groups to said system bus, each of said

2 On page 7 of the anmendnent, appellants state that claim®6
is canceled by the anmendnent. Since the anmendnent never
specifically requested the Ofice to cancel claim6, it is stil
on appeal .
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central processing units including;

execution apparatus for processing data signal groups in
said each central processing unit in response to control signals
resulting fromdecoding of instruction signal groups, wherein
sai d source central processing unit includes condition apparatus
for generating a command signal group in response to and
determ ned by a preestablished condition in said source central
processing unit, said command signal group being applied to said
system bus along with a target central processing unit address
si gnal group

said target central processing unit including an interface
means for identifying said target processing unit address signal
group and for storing said command signal group applied to said
system bus having said target processing unit address signal

group;

said target central processing unit including decode |ogic
coupled to at | east one presel ected conponent of said second
central processing unit execution apparatus, said decode |ogic
decodi ng said stored command signal group, said decode |ogic
applying control signals resulting fromsaid decoding to said
presel ected conponent of said target central processing unit
t hereby executing said command signal group w thout software
i ntervention, wherein storing said conmand signal group in said
target central processing unit suspends execution by said
execution apparatus of said target central processing unit of a
currently executing instruction signal group sequence upon
conpletion of a currently executing instruction signal group,
wherein said control signals are applied to said presel ected
conponent upon conpl etion of execution of said currently
executing instruction signal group.

The references relied on by the exam ner are:

Gunter et al. (CQunter) 4,349, 873 Sep. 14, 1982
Vrielink et al. (Vrielink) 4,482, 954 Nov. 13, 1984
Vi nce 4,562, 539 Dec. 31, 1985
Bonmba et al. (Bonba) 4,648, 030 Mar . 3, 1987

(filed Sep. 22, 1983)

Clains 1, 2, 4, 6 through 11, 13, 14, 16, 17 and 20 stand
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rejected under 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 as bei ng unpat entabl e over Vince
in view of Bonba.

Clains 12, 18 and 19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as
bei ng unpatentabl e over Vince in view of Bonba and Vrielink.

Claim 15 stands rejected under 35 U . S.C. § 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over Vince in view of Bonba and Gunter.

Reference is made to the final rejection, the briefs and the
answer for the respective positions of the appellants and the
exam ner.

OPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the entire record before us,
and we will reverse the obviousness rejection of clains 1, 2, 4
and 6 through 20.

In the clains on appeal, a first (i.e., source) central
processing unit generates a command signal group that is stored
in a second (i.e., target) central processing unit. The storage
of the command signal group in the second central processing unit
causes a suspension of instruction signal group execution upon
conpletion of a currently executing instruction signal group.

Vi nce discloses a data processing system (Figure 1) that has
a plurality of data processing units or nodes 10. Each of the

data processing units 10 has access to shared data comon to two
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or nore of the data processing units 10 via data couplers 12 and
communi cation link 11. Figure 2 of Vince is a diagram of one of
the data processing units 10. Wen the processor 14 in the data
processing unit updates a shared data item a nessage containing
t he updated value of the data itemand its address i s generated
and is transmtted via output buffer 18 and the link 11 to the
ot her data processing units 10 (colum 1, lines 58 through 64).
When the nessage is received by the other data processing units,
it is used to update the copies of the shared data itemheld in
the stores of those data processing units to thereby ensure that
all copies of the shared data item are kept consistent (colum 1,
lines 65 through 68). The operation of a data processing unit
that transmts an update nessage on the link is suspended if it
recei ves an update nessage from anot her data processing unit
whil e there are one or nore update nmessages still outstanding
fromthe transmtting data processing unit (colum 5, lines 57

t hrough 60). The operation of the transmtting data processing
unit is suspended because the received nessage may overwite a
data item whi ch has al ready been updated by the transmtting data
processing unit at the tine it created the outstandi ng data
message. W thout the suspension in operation, a data item may be

overwitten by a chronologically earlier data value (colum 5,
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lines 29 through 36).

During normal operation of Vince's data processing system a
message update is stored in the data processing unit w thout any
suspensi on of operation of the data processor contained therein.
| f a data processing unit has one or nore outstandi ng update
nmessages, and in the interimreceives an update nmassage from
anot her data processing unit, then the data processing unit with
the one or nore outstandi ng update nessages will make a | ocal
deci sion to suspend operation of the data processor contained
therein. The local command in Vince to suspend operation of the
data processor contrasts with the clained renote source conmand
to suspend operation of a target processor. Thus, we agree with
appel l ants’ argunent (Brief, pages 19 through 21, and Reply
Brief, page 5) that the suspension of operation for the specified
condition in Vince is not analogous to the clainmed suspension of
instruction execution in the target processor.

Figure 1C of Bonba operates as foll ows:

I n accordance with the present invention,

therefore, the first device [50] al so includes neans

for selectively registering accesses of the | ocal

menory [54] that have occurred by way of the common

comuni cations path [68] and may thus have resulted in

caching of the local-nmenory contents involved in the

access. Wen the first device [50] uses its private
communi cations path [58] to wite to a |ocal -nmenory

[ 54] |l ocation that has been involved in such an access,

the first device [50] sends the invalidate conmand over

6



Appeal No. 94-3596
Application No. 07/689, 655

the comon path [68] so that devices [52] having cache

menories [190] can set flags to invalidate associ ated

cache-nmenory locations. In this way, devices [52]

havi ng cache nenories [190] can keep track of whether

their cache data are valid or invalid even when the

| ocal nmenory [54] is accessed by way of the private

communi cations path [58] (colum 4, lines 45 through

59).
The invalidation teachings of Bonba are not relevant to the
cl ai med suspension of instruction execution in a target
processor.

The obvi ousness rejection of clains 1, 2, 4, 6 through 11
13, 14, 16, 17 and 20 is reversed because neither Vince nor Bonba
teaches or woul d have suggested the clai med suspensi on operation.

The obvi ousness rejection of clainms 12, 15, 18 and 19 is
reversed because the teachings found in Vrielink and Gunter do
not cure the noted shortcomngs in the teachings of Vince and

Bonba.
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DECI SI ON

The deci sion of the exam ner

t hrough 20 under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

GARY V. HARKCOM Vice
Adm ni strative Patent

KENNETH W HAI RSTON
Adm ni strative Patent

M CHAEL R FLEM NG
Adm ni strative Patent

rejecting clains 1, 2, 4 and 6
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